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69, 65 Am. Dec. 99; State v. Jackson, supra. Formerly, a woman did not 
expatriate herself by marrying an alien without- a change of domicile, 
Comitis v. Parkerson, 56 Fed. 556, 22 L. R. A. 148. But, if after her 
marriage she changed her domicile, she became an alien. Shanks v. 
Dupont, 3 Pet. 242. Now it is provided by statute that an American 
woman marrying an alien takes the nationality of her husband. 4 U. 
S. Comp. St. 1916, § 3960, 34 Stat. L. 122S. This act is held to be con- 
stitutional; and an American woman marrying an alien was held to be 
expatriated. Mackenzie v. Hare, 239 U. S. 299. 

Conflict OF Laws — Domicil — Change of Municipal Domicil. — The de- 
fendant sold his house and went to reside temporarily with a friend in 
the same county. He afterwards went to another county and rented a 
house, with the idea of moving there, and took immediate possession 
of one room in which to store furniture until he could obtain posses- 
sion of the entire house, which was then occupied. Before he could 
get possession of the house his wife died at their friend's home. He 
subsequently moved to the rented house, and took out letters of ad- 
ministration in that county. Later the wife's son applied for letters 
of administration in the county where his mother died, claiming that 
her- domicile had not been changed. Held, the application should be de- 
nied, as the wife's domicile had changed. Carrier v. Getchell (Neb.), 160 
N. W. 969. See Notes, p. 582. 

Criminal Law — Verdict — Presence of Accused. — In a prosecution for 
unlawfully selling liquors, the jury having not yet agreed, the court 
adjourned and dismissed all of the parties until the next morning. The 
defendant, who had been present all during the trial, left the court im- 
mediately, together with his counsel. Later, before the judge had left 
the court house, he was informed that the jury were ready to make 
their return; and, without notice to the accused or his counsel, the 
court received the verdict finding the defendant guilty as charged. 
Held, that the lower court erred in receiving the verdict in the defend- 
ant's absence, as it denied him the constitutional right to be present 
at every stage of the trial. Woods v. City of Tupelo (Miss.), 72 South, 
879. 

At common law, the verdict must be rendered in open court and in 
the presence of the defendant, in all cases of felony and treason as well 
as in cases where the jury were commanded to "look upon him," as 
in larceny and all accusations subjecting him to any species of muti- 
lation or the loss of a limb. 1 Chitty, Crim. Law 636. Now, the uni- 
form rule seems to be that only in capital felonies is it absolutely es- 
sential that the defendant be present at the rendition of the verdict, 
as at every other stage of the trial. 'Sherrod v. State, 93 Miss. 774, 47 
South. 554, 20 L. R. A. (N. S.) 509. See Jackson v. Commonwealth, 19 
Gratt. (Va.) 656; State v. Dry, 152 N. C 813, 67 S. E. 1000. Nor can 
he waive this right. Sherrod v. State, supra. And the record must af- 
firmatively show that he was present. Stubbs v. State, 49 Miss. 716; 
Dunn v. Commonwealth, 6 Pa. St. 384. See Shelton v. Commonwealth, 
89 Va. 450, 16 S. E. 355. 



